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LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF NAPA COUNTY
JULY 13, 2020 VIRTUAL WORKSHOP
PUBLIC COMMENTS

Public comments were received from the following:

e Geoff Ellsworth, Mayor of St. Helena, said he appreciates the conversation and where it’s going, and
supports what Commissioner Mohler said in terms of the Groundwater Sustainability Agency and Plan
Advisory Committee. He believes the cross-pollination of information between these two boards will be
very informative in to directions to go in terms of understanding how we quantify the resource (water)
and make sure we have equitable distribution. In addition, Mayor Ellsworth suggested the Drought
Contingency Plan has a lot of information in there that can be woven in to give a more complete picture.

e Jay Gardner, President of Meyers Water Company, said Meyers serves 100 homes with unmetered
water connections in the Edgerly Island area on the Napa River, and is regulated by CPUC and the Napa
County’s Environmental Health Dept. In 2004, Mr. Gardner took over the operations of Meyers

Water Company when the owners put the system up for sell. Since 2004, they have seen significant
problems and improvements happen including re-casing the well in 2005, complete destruction of the
tankage system in the 2014 earthquake, and currently a water emergency happening due to the failure

of the 70-year old well. Due to the way the CPUC regulates the water company, the water company is
unable to plan for long-term capital improvements. Rather than building up a fund for needed replacements,
like the 70-year old well, they had to go to their bank for a loan for a new well, however, the bank refused
the loan request due to their financial condition. They eventually got a loan from RCAC (a lender for small
rural systems), but only if Mr. Gardner and his wife would personally guarantee that loan. This easily
added 6 months to this emergency situation of the failing well, and then COVID-19 made the matter worse.
Still, they will need to go CPUC and get the loan and a new well approved.

Mr. Gardner stated he believes this is backwards as to how to fund capital improvements, as it seems

they have to wait for things to fail under the current system rather than planning and preparing for the
inevitable replacement. Some of the issues the water company is facing is it must meter all customers
within 5 years, and replace the 55-year old main line. These are things in their future, yet they have no
funding source for these improvements. Mr. Garner stated he and his wife have no desire to further dip

into their retirement funds, which they have had to do in the past.

As a small water agency, they are required to adhere to the same water standards as the larger providers,
however, they are finding it increasingly difficult to do this job, as this is an unsustainable model.

Mr. Gardner said he appreciates the current water study, as well as LAFCO staff for their efforts.

e Bill Ross, Attorney for City of American Canyon, spoke fondly of the tribute for the late Bill Chiat.

Mr. Ross also acknowledged the assistance of LAFCO staff as observed in the presentation, in addressing

the issue of the clarification of LAFCO-approved water service area for the City of American Canyon,

which goes back to actions taken at the time of incorporation of the City, and the treatment of the former American
Canyon County Water District. That clarification is essential to the desired goals and options

presented for governance in the County as a whole with respect to water. He hopes to have a resolution

of the matter in order to address what is a detailed and complex problem.

Mr. Ross appreciates the assistance of staff, and we will continue to work with them to reach resolution.
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e Dan Mufson, Representing Napa Vision 2050, thanked LAFCO staff for this comprehensive report
on water which really shows the magnitude of some of the issues that are affecting us, and believes a
county-wide service is important, now maybe more than ever, given the growth of the County.

He proposes putting together a very comprehensive water budget for metering of all users and reporting
S0 we can ascertain how much water is being used in Napa County.

e Ron Rhyno, City of Napa Resident, spoke about limits to growth, and what is not examined, such as
more wineries and vineyards, and how the water requirements used for those activities are not revealed.
He also believes the county should begin to monitor water used for wine/agriculture and focus on
sustainability of the water for future generations.
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August 3, 2020

Brendon Freeman, Executive Officer

Napa County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)
1030 Seminary Street, Suite B

Napa, California 94559

RE:

DRAFT NAPA COUNTYWIDE WATER AND WASTEWATER MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW

Dear Mr. Freeman:

Napa County Planning Division and Public Works Department staff have reviewed the Draft Napa Countywide
Water and Wastewater Municipal Service Review (DMSR), and request LAFCO consider the following comments at
this point in the process. Napa County appreciates your efforts, and those of your consultant, in responding to our
prior comments of March 17, 2020, which you requested on the Administrative Draft of this document. The

comments below follow on our prior comments and are offered in response to how our prior comments were

addressed within the current document.

County Staff continue to support LAFCO’s recommendation to explore establishment of a centralized water
agency, and again would like to emphasize that Napa County decision makers and staff need to be an
integral part of the governance structure. All unincorporated Community Service Districts (CSD’s) and
Community Service Areas (CSA’s) should also be included in the agency’s management responsibilities.

The recommendations for centralized water agency should include direction discouraging annexation of
unincorporated areas that currently receive municipal water or sewer service, to protect existing farmland
and open space. Establishment of a centralized water agency would suggest that efficient services can be
provided by the agency without need for cities to expand.

The DMSR recommends the County and cities/town establish a policy regarding trucked water. Napa
County staff are open to exploring this topic further. However, we request that LAFCO acknowledge that
the County currently regulates trucked water through our discretionary and ministerial permitting
processes. The vast majority of existing trucked water sold by municipalities is entirely outside of the
County’s control, and even outside the cities’ control for water purchased from outside the county, through
a broker, or other third party.

We appreciate that the DMSR was updated to include discussion on the potential disadvantages, and
challenges that would be need to be overcome, to create a centralized water agency. We also appreciate
that the County was included in the recommendations regarding coordinating efforts on efficient service of
water to unincorporated areas. We encourage LAFCO to emphasize that all planning activities for efficient
water and sewer service within unincorporated areas only occur in coordination with the County.
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5. Thank you for expanding on the historical context of out-of-agency water and sewer development within
unincorporated areas. The County again would like to emphasize that virtually all of the water and sewer
lines that presently exist outside of city limits occurred prior to the establishment of LAFCO and smart
growth policies. These are preexisting conditions, and we urge LAFCO to discourage actions that would
lead to annexation of these preexisting municipality-served unincorporated lands.

6. Thank you for augmenting the DMSR regarding Assembly Bill 402 (Dodd) from 2016 regarding the pilot
program for municipal services to unincorporated areas, and for including additional information on the
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA).

7. Napa County remains concerned with the recommendation to convert LB and NB Resort Improvement
Districts to CSA’s, but we are open to relooking at the situation. Our concern lies in the absolute need to be
able to continue to compel property owners to connect to services. The County has thoroughly investigated
reorganization options in the recent past, and previously found the options put forth in DMSR to be
infeasible.

8. Napa County staff support the recommendation to defer any governance reorganization actions on the
Napa River Reclamation District (NRRD). We appreciate your responsiveness to the concerns we raised in
our prior letter.

9. County staff remain concerned that annexation of the Domaine Chandon property to the Town of
Yountville is still included as a recommended action, but appreciate that the recommendation was
modified to reflect that coordination with the County is necessary. The DMSR provides an incomplete
description of the background events leading to the current situation at Domaine Chandon. Yountville
allowed the development to proceed in the early 1990’s without annexation despite having an annexation
agreement with the property owner. The DMSR should evaluate why this occurred before a
recommendation can be formed. Also, the recently adopted Sphere of Influence (SOI) boundary does not
follow existing property lines, does not account for existing buildings, and bisects the existing land use
entitlement (i.e. — winery use permit), all of which represent issues that need to be addressed to enable
annexation. It is quite possible that the SOI boundary will need to change before annexation can occur. As
such, the DMSR recommendation should be deleted or changed to suggest annexation not occur unless and
until new development has been proposed.

We thank you for providing an opportunity to review and comment on the document. If you should have any
questions regarding any of the items listed above, please feel free to contact me at 707-253-4805 or
david.morrison@countyofnapa.org, or John McDowell at 707-299-1354 or john.mcdowell@countyofnapa.org.

Sincerely,

Joton cDouell for

David Morrison
Planning, Building and Environmental Service Director

cc Board of Supervisors
Minh Tran, Napa County CEO
Steve Lederer, Director of Public Works
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From: William Ross <wross@lawross.com>

Date: May 14, 2020 at 6:47:30 PM PDT

To: Jennifer Stephenson <JENNIFER@PCATEAM.COM>

Cc: Jason Holley <jholley@cityofamericancanyon.org>, Rick Kaufman
<RKaufman@cityofamericancanyon.org>

Subject: RE: Admin Draft 2 Napa Water/Wastewater MSR

This responds informally to your email of May 5, 2020 concerning additional changes to the Draft
Countywide Water and Wastewater MSR (“draft MSR”), prior to its being published.

You have indicated that the draft MSR will not consider the current existing economic impact of the
COVID-19 Pandemic in all involved local agencies analyzed in the draft MSR.

Government Code section 56430 requires that an MSR address the financial ability of agencies to
provide services. Even though the draft MSR involves enterprise services, those services are directly
related to the overall financial ability of the involved local agencies to provide those services.

The Governor’s Executive Order N-28-20 prohibits commercial or residential evictions on the basis of
non-payment of utility bills, an immediate impact on enterprise services. The possibility that the
Legislature will make permanent some aspects of that Executive Order, which is effective until May 31,
2020, is real.

Also, each of the local agencies subject to the draft MSR are dealing with budget issues resulting from
the impact of the COVID-19 Pandemic crisis on dedicated revenue streams.

In addition, much of the draft MSR relies on Urban Water Management Plans formulated in either 2014
or 2015 becoming effective the next year, which are due for revision this fiscal year.

Respectfully, the document would go forward with information that is either presently out of date or
will be out of date during its consideration, and certainly with respect to its prospective implementation
within the next fiscal year.

The City again raises the issue about the portrayal of its Water Service Area, which was created
concurrently with the City’s incorporation with the merger of the American Canyon County Water
District.

Although LAFCO does have the power to define extension of services in Resolution No. 07-27, it cannot
do so in a way which contradicts the original LAFCO change of organization, which confirmed the City
succeeding to the entire service area of the former County Water District.

We refer again to our March 5, 2020 communication with respect to the original LAFCO documents
dealing with the City incorporation as being different from the consultant’s baseline assumption for the
MSR preparation. Representations of the City Water Service Area should be consistent with the LAFCO
documents presented.

Stated plainly, actions of a quasi-legislative body (LAFCO) must comply with the equal dignity
doctrine. See, Richmond v. Shasta Community Services Dist. (2002) 95 Cal. App. 4™ 1227-1228. What
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was created by a change of organization must be changed by a change of organization. This issue is
relevant in consideration of alternative forms of service from the plain perspective of the MSR not
dealing with the possibility that if some other entity is to provide service to the service area of the City,
then it must be done by a change of organization with provisions for compensation.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft MSR prior to publication.

William D. Ross, Esq.

Law Offices of William D. Ross

A Professional Corporation

400 Lambert Avenue, Palo Alto, California 94306
Tel: (650) 843-8080; Fax: (650) 843-8093
E-Mail: wross@Ilawross.com
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Law Offices of

William D. Ross

A Professional Corporation

File N0.199/6.20

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION

TO: Jason Holley, City Manager DATE: June 8, 2020
City of American Canyon
FROM: William D. Ross, City Attorney CC:
RE: Further Analysis of Incorporation Documents and Incorporation FEIR

Subsequent to Meeting with LAFCO Staff on County LAFCO Water and
Wastewater MSR

Subsequent to the Friday, June 5, 2020 teleconference meeting with selected
individuals associated with the Napa County LAFCO (“LAFCQO”) concerning the proposed
Water and Wastewater MSR (the “MSR”), documents were again reviewed for any
evidence or inference of a contraction of the Water Service Area (“WSA”) of the American
Canyon County Water District (“ACCWD?”) prior to incorporation of the City of American
Canyon (“City”). The incorporation was one change of organization including the City
succeeding to the ACCWD WSA and the formerly independent American Canyon Fire
Protection District (“ACFPD”) becoming a successor special district to the City.

The documents reviewed were:

1. The 1990 Incorporation Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”), including
Appendices Parts 1, 2 and 3;

2. The Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”), both exclusive and inclusive of
all DEIR documents; and,

3. The 1991 City Incorporation Documents (LAFCO Resolution 91-18, et al.)
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Jason Holley, City Manager
City of American Canyon
June 8, 2020

Page 2

Consistent with the prior analysis that has now been expressed several times, taking
into account the differences in formats for both the environmental documents from 1990-
1992 and present as well as those associated with LAFCO documents then and now, there
IS no evidence, or inference, that the size of the ACCWD WSA was decreased prior to
final action on the final City Incorporation and related changes in organization by LAFCO
in 1991.

Both the DEIR and the FEIR explain the prior incorporation proposal and explore the
required Project Alternatives including the no Project Alternative.

None of these alternatives describe a reduction in the geographic footprint of the
ACCWD WSA.

Also, a review of the analysis text in the DEIR and FEIR did not indicate an alternative
provider for local agency water within ACCWD WSA.

It is noted that where alternative service providers were present in the area of
wastewater analysis for the Project, alternative providers are analyzed. For example, the
Napa Sanitation District (“NSD”) and its overlapping service areas with those of the
ACCWD. In that instance, there was a clarification, both in the environmental documents
and in the final City Incorporation documents as to how the service areas for NSD and
ACCWD were to be resolved.

Pending review of the information which Brendan Freeman is going to forward
concerning a claimed 1990 LAFCO action regarding the ACCWD, it is recommended that
for the formal LAFCO hearing on the MSR, that a comprehensive communication be
forwarded to LAFCO, executed by the Mayor, setting forth the City position.

If upon review you have questions, please contact me.

W.D.R.
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August 3, 2020

VIA EMAIL
bfreeman@napa.lafco.ca.gov

Mr. Brendon Freeman, Executive Officer
And Members of the Napa County

Local Agency Formation Commission
1030 Seminary Street, Suite B

Napa, CA 94559

Re:  August 3, 2020 Regular Meeting Agenda; Agenda Item No. 7(c) Public Comments
County-Wide Water and Wastewater Municipal Service Review Draft Report

Dear Mr. Freeman and Members of the Commission:

Over the past two years, representatives of the City of American Canyon (“American
Canyon”) and the Napa County Local Agency Formation Commission (“Napa LAFCO)” have
corresponded several times during the preparation of draft County Wide Water and
Wastewater Municipal Service Review (“MSR”). Paramount to successful completion of this
MSR is the confirmation of water and wastewater service area boundaries for all agencies.

American Canyon believes that there are additional facts related its water and
wastewater services areas - including past actions of the LAFCO Board - not presently
considered in the most recent draft MSR (May 2020).

Examples include:
= The history of provision of water and wastewater services by the American
Canyon County Water District.

= Agreement(s) between the American Canyon County Water District and the
Napa County Flood Control and Water Conversation District.

= Agreement(s) between the American Canyon County Water District and the
Napa Sanitation District.

= The effect of American Canyon’s Incorporation - including the merger of the
former American Canyon County Water District - and the City’s special
trustee obligation for continuation of service to the District’s entire Water
Service Area and Wastewater Service Area.
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= Napa LAFCO actions on February 9, 1994 concerning the implementation of
Government Code section 56133 in the City extraterritorial Water Service
Area;

= Napa LAFCO actions on October 15, 2007 concerning the Water Service Area
of the City.

= Historical communications between representative of Napa County,
American Canyon/American Canyon County Water District, and Napa LAFCO.

City staff will continue to work with Napa LAFCO Staff on a diligent basis to confirm

the water and wastewater service area boundaries for American Canyon.

Very truly yours,

Py

Jason Holley
City Manager

Yillrin D. M2

William D. Ross
City Attorney

WDR:as

cC: DeeAnne Gillick, LAFCO Counsel
dgillick@sloansakai.com
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NAPA LAFCO
COUNTYWIDE WATER AND WASTEWATER MSR

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE OPTIONS

Over the course of this review, some governance structure options were identified with
respect to the City of Calistoga and its water and wastewater services, including possible
service structure modifications and reorganizations with other agencies. The feasibility of
each of these options is generally assessed in this report; however, more in-depth review
would be required to refine specifics of process and structure should the affected agencies
or LAFCO choose to move forward.

Countywide Water Agency

There are several challenges to water and wastewater services around the County that
could be potentially addressed by alternative governance structures:

% Some County water resources not being used to the fullest extent possible,

% A need for greater oversight of all jurisdictions providing water services in the
County,

< A need for support buying on the spot market,

¢+ Certain redundancies with several smaller systems around the County, which
could be eliminated,

%+ A need for occasional technical expertise and support, and
< Alack of economies of scale in the smaller water and wastewater systems.

Given these challenges, there may be a need for a single agency to conduct water supply
management on a regional or countywide level, such as a county water agency and/or an
agency to provide management and operational support to the smaller utility systems that
could benefit from the consolidation of certain services (i.e., lab testing) or from fully
transitioning to operations by a regional agency, such as a county water district or a
sanitation district. As these options may affect all of the water and wastewater service
providers reviewed here, these governance structure options are discussed and assessed in
further detail in the Overview chapter (Chapter 3) of this report.

While the City of Calistoga has indicated that these options might not be preferred for its
municipality, it is interested in continued regional collaboration such as the existing MOU for
the Napa Valley Drought Contingency Plan.

RECOMMENDATIONS

During the process of this review, the following recommendations are made to the City
of Calistoga regarding its water and wastewater service delivery.

1) The City of Calistoga relies on its General Plan and Capital Improvement Plan as
planning documents for its water system, neither of which give a comprehensive
assessment of the City’s water system and operations. It is recommended that the
City develop a water master plan or some other comprehensive water planning
document.

2) -Occasionally, residents from outside of the city boundaries acquire recycled waterin—
t f astation a i frr

CHAPTER 5: CITY OF CALISTOGA 138
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Utilities Department

MEMO

TO: Chair Leary and Commissioners of LAFCO of Napa County

FROM: Phil Brun, Utilities Directo@‘“—-

DATE: June 26, 2020

SUBIJECT: Comments on Draft Countywide Water/Wastewater Municipal Service Review

City of Napa Water staff have been intimately involved with providing information and
participating in multiple stakeholder meetings as the draft report was being prepared. In
addition, we provided comments on the administrative draft and our comments are generally
reflected in this draft report for public review. | commend the consultant and your Executive
Officer in their preparation of a comprehensive report.

The Utilities Department has further reviewed the draft report at the staff level and offers the
following comments and questions for Commission consideration:

1. Congress Valley Water District

e Page 176 — The second paragraph under the heading “Expansion of the City’s SOI
and Annexation of CVWD Territory” makes the case that an amendment to the
City’s SOl is an ideal service structure based on LAFCQO’s purpose. Despite this,
the next paragraph quickly concludes that an SOl amendment is not feasible
because there is no potential for a future boundary change due to the City’s RUL.
However, there is a potential for future change to the City’s RUL by voter
approval, as occurred during the November 2014 election. Given that an SOI
amendment aligns with LAFCO’s purpose to encourage logical boundaries and
promote efficient delivery of services, further discussion and analysis of LAFCO
policy and options associated with an SOl amendment is warranted in this
section rather than concluding that an SOl amendment is not feasible.

e Page 178 — Under the heading “Dissolution and Continued Services by the City of
Napa”, the use of Government Code 56133.5 is suggested. However, this
legislation expires on January 1, 2021 and it is my understanding from an email
from Executive Officer Freeman in April that Senate Bill 799 to extend the
expiration deadline has been taken of the legislative calendar this year. Given

City Hall: 955 School Street, Napa CA 94559 | Mailing Address: P.O. Box 660, Napa CA 94559 | (707) 257-9500 | www.cityofnapa.org
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that the current contract for water service to CVWD does not expire until 2022,
there is the real possibility that 56133.5 will expire before action is
taken. Therefore, this section should be modified to account for the possibility
that Government Code 56133.5 expires on January 1, 2021 and identify options
under Government Code 56133.

2. Trucked Water
e The following comment regarding policy for trucked water in the unincorporated
area was provided as part of the review of the administrative draft:

Given that the concern is “potential to promote development and growth
in unincorporated areas where water supply is not sustainable, and which
may adversely affect agriculture” it seems that that the County should be
setting policy for approved uses and locations rather than the -
water/recycled water supplier. Trucked water could come from anywhere,
not just suppliers in the county. The supplier is not necessarily in a position
to control where their product goes and how it is used, nor do they have
any land use authority in the unincorporated areas. However, the County
can set land use rules and administrative policies to manage the use of
trucked water in the unincorporated areas.

e In response to this comment, a statement that the “County should establish
policy for approved uses and locations of transported water to manage the use
of trucked water in unincorporated areas” was added to page 44. However, on
page 183 the recommendation remains that the City define approved uses and
locations for trucking of water to ensure that trucked water does not promote
development and growth in unincorporated areas where water supply is not
sustainable. The County is the responsible agency to manage growth and
development in the unincorporated areas and should be defining approved uses
and locations for trucking of water, not the City. The recommendation should be
modified to recommend that the City comply with future County policy for
approved uses and locations for trucked water in unincorporated areas.

Thank you for your consideration of the comments provided herein. City staff look forward to
continued collaboration on this study.

City Hall: 955 School Street, Napa CA 94559 | Mailing Address: P.O. Box 660, Napa CA 94559 | (707) 257-9500 | www.cityofnapa.org
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July 14, 2020

RE: Napa Countywide Water and Wastewater Municipal Service Review Public Review Draft

Dear Mr. Freeman:

This letter is to provide clarification and/or corrections to data included in the Municipal Service
Review. Please see the comments below:

Page 193

Municipal Sewer District No. 1 appears to be a relic of previous circumstances and no longer provides
a benefit to the City’s operations but instead creates an extra layer of unnecessary process. It is
recommended that the District be eliminated, and its functions continued as part of the City’s Finance
and Public Works Departments, similar to other cities.

Public Works Director Comments: Agree. The adopted General Plan Policy LU1. 2 essentially covers
no utilities beyond urban limit line therefore those within should be allowed to connect without
annexation.

Page 200

Land Use Element

Public Works Director Comments: What about: LU1.2 Allow urban development to occur only within
the Urban Limit Line. Consider an exception for on-site employee housing on Agricultural lands.
Urban services, such as sewer, water, and storm drainage, will only be extended to development within
the Urban Limit Line.

Page 201
Additionally, the recent General Plan Update has precluded connections to the municipal water, sewer
and storm drainage system outside of the City’s ULL. LU1.2

Page 203

Overlapping Service Providers

There are no overlapping water service providers within the City of St. Helena; however, both the City
of Napa and St. Helena provide water services to the Rutherford property (Beaulieu Vineyard), which
is outside both cities. There is an opportunity for greater collaboration between the two cities to ensure
that duplicative services to not occur in other locations.

Public Works Director Comments: Agree

Page 205
A third well, also near the Napa River but just north of Pope Street, provides untreated water that is
used for irrigation in nearby areas, including Jacob Meily Park.
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Public Works Director Comments: Just serves the park

When an application for an agricultural well is submitted, the applicant must also submit a study by a
hydrogeologist to determine the project’s actual effects on the groundwater system and provide for
mitigation of any resulting negative impacts.

Public Works Director Comments: May be required to submit a study by the Public Works Director
per SHMC 13.16.070 Permit approval/denial, Section C

The amount of water purchased from the City of Napa has been gradually increasing. The last such
increase was brought about by the necessity to allocate more water for fish habitats.

Public Works Director Comments: It has? If we went over the 600 AF allocation it was due to an
operational overage and not bypass requirements.

Page 206

As part of the lawsuit settlement, the City agreed to divert more water from the reservoir to the creek.
Thus, water lost due to the diversion is now purchased from the City of Napa.

Public Works Director Comments: This is an inaccurate statement. The 2018 interim bypass plan study
concluded that the plan would have a minimal impact on the storage volume of the reservoir and would
not require the City to tap any other sources of water to make up for the difference

Page 208

Demand/Supply Analysis

As was already mentioned prior, annual yield from Bell Canyon in recent years has been significantly
less than in prior years, primarily because more water is now diverted to support fish habitat. Most
recently, City of Napa water supply has become an increasing percentage of St. Helena’s total supply.
St. Helena is also seeking to reduce its withdrawal of groundwater in non-drought years, in order to
give the aquifers in the area of the Stonebridge Well Complex an opportunity to recharge.

Public Works Director Comments: Inaccurate statement

Often “safe yield” is thought of as the supply that can be reliably delivered under worst-case (drought)
conditions. However, it was also apparent that under such an approach, the demand on the City’s water
system, even at the reduced levels of recent years, exceeded the “safe annual yield.”

Public Works Director Comments: Which years?

Page 211

The three Meadowood tanks are constructed of redwood, have leakage, and are considered to be in
poor condition. The City has not yet addressed this issue as a funding source is yet to be identified.
Public Works Director Comments: Inaccurate, funding is available with the adoption of the 2017 rate
study

Page 212

Infrastructure Needs

6) installation of smart meters, and 7) software upgrade for meters.
Public Works Director Comments: Where in the CIP?

Page 215

Wastewater Services

Land Use Element

Public Works Director Comments: LU1.2 should be added here as well
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Page 216

Service Area

All sewer connections are located within the city boundaries, with no out-of-agency sewer services
provided.459 However, Meadowood, which is to the north of St. Helena, has expressed interest in
connecting to the City’s system and the State is supportive of the City taking on these services.
Public Works Director Comments: Is this referencing the States general goal of consolidation private
to public utility agencies?

Page 217

The three licensed water treatment operators who are employed in the Water Treatment Division of the
Public Works Department are also licensed in wastewater treatment and provide standby operation of
the City’s Wastewater Treatment Plant.

Public Works Director Comments: The City has three licensed water treatment and three wastewater
treatment operators. The goal is to have overlap licenses to have reciprocal backup.

Page 219

The next step is determining a funding plan consisting of some combination of a general fund loan,
bonds, and a USDA rural fund loan, and then issuing a Request for Proposals in February 2020 for
construction of the plant improvements, in order to stay on track to meet the required deadlines.
Public Works Director Comments: This is outdated information; the project is now on a design bid
build approach.

Page 222

5) The City makes reservoir water available for trucking of non-potable water for irrigation and
construction. At present, there are no limitations on who may make use of the water for trucking. In
order to ensure that trucked water does not promote development and growth in unincorporated areas
where water supply is not sustainable and which may adversely affect agricultural uses, it is
recommended that approved uses and locations for trucking of water be defined in the City’s municipal
code.

Public Works Director Comments: This is outlined in SHMC 13.04.080 B. Nontreated (Raw) Water
from Lower Reservoir

Page 225
% The City makes reservoir water available for trucking of non-potable water for irrigation and

construction. At present, there are no limitations on who may make use of the water for
trucking. In order to ensure that trucked water does not promote development and growth in
unincorporated areas where water supply is not sustainable and which may adversely affect
agricultural uses, it is recommended that approved uses and locations for trucking of water be
defined in the City’s municipal code.

Public Works Director Comments: SHMC 13.04.080 B. Nontreated (Raw) Water from Lower

Reservoir

Regards,

City of St. Helena
Department of Public Works
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Sent by email
Confirmation of Receipt Requested

July 20, 2020

Mr. Brendon Freeman

Executive Director

Local Agency Formation Commission of Napa County
1030 Seminary Street, Suite B

Napa, California 94559

bfreeman@napa.lafco.ca.gov

RE:  Draft Countywide Water and Wastewater Municipal Service Review
City of St. Helena Comments

Dear Mr. Freeman,

On behalf of the City of St. Helena and the St. Helena City Council, I would like to thank you and the
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of Napa County for your important work on the
Countywide Water and Wastewater Municipal Service Review (MSR). On July 14, 2020, the City of
St. Helena City Council had the opportunity hear public comment and provide additional direction on
the MSR Draft in addition to my earlier document clarification letter submitted on July 14, 2020. We
understand that written comments on the draft MSR report will be incorporated into a final report that
will be adopted as part of a future public meeting.

The following are comments specific to the MSR recommendations for the City of St. Helena:

1. The City concurs with the recommendations to update water service planning documents and
is currently working on an Integrated Utility Master Plan addressing Water, Wastewater and
Stormwater needs for the City with a virtual City Council workshop being held on July 30,
2020 to discuss the draft documents.

2. The City concurs with the recommendations to further water supply studies assessing future
use of existing sources and identifying potential new sources.

3. The City will need to further evaluate and potentially consider LAFCO’s recommendation to
eliminate the St. Helena Municipal Sewer District No. 1.

4. The City concurs with the recommendations to evaluate existing duplicative water services
provided by the City of St. Helena and the City of Napa in the Rutherford Road area, which is
outside both cities. It is important to note that the City of St. Helena does not allow for new
water services outside the City limits therefore new duplicative services are unlikely.

5. The City believes the recommendation regarding unlimited non-potable water services is in
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error since the St. Helena Municipal Code 13.04.080 B. Nontreated (Raw) Water from Lower
Reservoir specifically restricts usage to within the City and users are required to have a permit
and/or contract agreement. However, there is room for improvement at the specific raw water
station which is operated on the honor system. Improvements to the raw water station were
identified in the 2017 adopted rate study as a future capital improvement project.

The City concurs with Napa LAFCO's recommendation to consider including the
noncontiguous city-owned properties in the City of St. Helena's SOI during its next update, or
if LAFCO wishes to continue the practice of excluding these properties from the City's SOI,
then it may consider clarifying its intent in its policies.

In addition to the comments specific to the City of St. Helena MSR recommendations, the City has the
following:

7. LAFCO should include recommendations in the MSR study regarding the protection of all

municipal watersheds throughout the County by creating water quality buffer zones in the
Agricultural Watershed Districts and to establish regulations re